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lion is the manifest duty and the most urgent task of the supporters of Party reform, or to be more exact, revolution."
Thus P. B. Axelrod is openly in favour of a Party revolution, i.e., the destruction of the old Party and tlhe formation of a new one.
In 1913, the Luch, No. 101, in an unsigned editorial stated plainly that "among the workers in some placets there is even a revival and Strengthening of sympathy for the underground" and that this is "a regrettable fact" L. Se-dov, the author of that article, admitted that 1ibe article "caused dissatisfaction" even among the supporters of the tactics of the Luch. (Nasha Zarya, 1913, No. 3, p. 49.) L. Sedov'si explanations in this connection were such as to cause renewed dissatisfaction also on the plart of a siupr porter of the Luch, namely An,39 who in the Luch, No. 181, wrote opposing Sedov. An protests against Sedov's assumption that the "underground is an obstacle to the political organization of our movement, to the -building up of a workers' Social-Democratic Party." An ridicules L. Sedov, who leaves one "in the dark" as to whetlher the underground is desiraJble or not.
The editors of the Luch published a long postscript to An's article in which they found An "to he in the wrong in his criticism of L. Sedov," and declared themselves in favour of Sedov.
We will examine the arguments of the editors of the Luch as well as the Liquidjatorist mistakes) of An himself in their proper place. This is not the point we are discussing here. Just now we must carefully appraise the fundamental and principal conclusion to be drawn from the documents we have quoted above.*
* In the collection of-articles Marxism and Liquidate rism, Lenin substituted for this paragraph, up to the word "fundamental," the following text (reproduced from the manuscript):
"In No. 8 of the Zhivaya Zhizn (July 19, 1913), V. Zassulieh, re-pating dozens of Li<juidatorist arguments, wrote: *It is difficult to say